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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-10, 14-18 and 22-28 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-2, 4-8, 14, 16-17, 23-24, 26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sezan et al. (US 6236395) in view of Kim et al. (US 2005/01 831 21 ), 
and further in view of Finseth et al. (US 7552458). 

Claim 1 , Sezan teaches a method for execution by one or more processors the 
method comprising: 

• receiving by one or more processors a signal (38) having a number of frames into a device (16) 
coupled to a display (80) (fig. 2); 

• "retrieving a past viewing profile (user description scheme) for a user of the device and a plurality of 
cues (users preference to watch only 5 minutes of a video program) regarding viewing preferences 
provided by the user (column 5, lines 37-43, column 6, lines 16-20, column 8, lines 30-55)..."; and 

• storing at least one sequence (highlights) that is comprised of at least one frame (highlights of video) 
based on the weighted score (see Finseth below), wherein the at least one sequence (highlight video) 
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is part of and less than all of a program (i.e. particular program) (column 6, line 59-column 7, line 15, 
col. 8, lines 30-55). 

Sezan is does not clearly disclose wherein the each of the plurality of cues 
comprises a characteristic within at least one frame of the number of frames, wherein 
the characteristic comprises at least one of text in video of the frame and text in closed- 
captioning of the frame. 

Sezan does not clearly disclose the specific techniques in scoring the user 
preferences, particularly, 

"receiving a weight value associated with each characteristic of the plurality of 

cues"; 

"determining from the at least one frame a match score for each characteristic of 
the plurality of cues"; 

"determining a weighted score for the at least one frame in accordance with the 
match score and the associated weight value for each of each characteristic of the 
plurality of cues". 

Kim teaches wherein the each of the plurality of cues (user preferences) 
comprises a characteristic within at least one frame of the number of frames, wherein 
the characteristic comprises at least one of text in video of the frame (i.e. scores) and 
text in closed-caption ing of the frame (paragraph [0027]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided spatiotemporal field user preferences as 
taught by Kim to the system of Sezan because it allows users to set preferences in 
relevant spatial areas of programming (i.e. scoreboard) (paragraphs [0027]-[0028]). 
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Finseth teaches the specific techniques in scoring the user preferences, 

particularly, 

"receiving a weight value (weight, i.e. 6X) associated with each characteristic of 
the plurality of cues (user preferences, i.e. name descriptor)" (col. 11-12, lines 40-22); 

"determining from the at least one frame a match score (threshold similarity 
score) for each charactehstic of the plurality of cues" (col. 11-12, lines 40-22, col. 14, 
lines 4-21); 

"determining a weighted score (similarity score) for the at least one frame in 
accordance with the match score (threshold similarity score) and the associated weight 
value (weight given to attribute) for each of each characteristic of the plurality of cues" 
(col. 11-12, lines 40-22, col. 14, lines 4-21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided a weighting/scoring technique for user 
preferences as taught by Finseth to the system of Sezan, Kim to how well programs fit 
the user's individual preferences (col. 11, lines 21-39). 

Claim 2, Sezan teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising updating an 
electronic programming guide (list of recorded sports events) associated with the user 
with identification of the at least one sequence (set of title frames) that is stored (column 
9, lines 54-65). 
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Claims 4 and 12, Sezan teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
receiving the at least one cue (user preference) from the user through a multimodal 
(voice, pointer) interface (column 9, lines 23-36 and lines 54-56). 

Claim 5, Sezan teaches the method of claim 3, wherein receiving the at least one 
cue from the user through the multimodal interface comprises receiving a video 
sequence (highlights) from the user through the multimodal interface (column 9, line 52- 
column 10, line 1). 

Claim 6, Sezan teaches the method of claim 3, wherein receiving the at least one 
cue from the user through the multimodal interface comprises receiving an audio 
sequence (highlights) from the user through the multimodal interface. The system 
works for both audio and video sources (column 4, lines 6-9 and column 9, line 52- 
column 10, line 1). 

Claim 7, Sezan teaches the method of claim 3, wherein receiving the at least one 
cue (entering a user preference) from the user through the multimodal interface 
comprises receiving text (typing an actor to view, i.e. filtering) from the user through the 
multimodal interface. The user may enter an actor into his preference scheme (column 
4, lines 59-65, column 5, lines 37-43, column 6, lines 39-58) 
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Claim 8, Sezan teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising updating an 
electronic programming guide associated with the user based on the past viewing 
profile for the user of the device (column 9, lines 54-65). 

Claim 14 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 1 . 
Claim 16 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 2. 
Claim 17 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 7. 

Claim 23, this claims differs from claim 1 only in that "a machine readable 
medium" is additionally recited, which is inherently provided by the system of Sezan to 
perform the steps in claim 1 . 

Claim 24, this claims differs from claim 2 only in that "a machine readable 
medium" is additionally recited, which is inherently provided by the system of Sezan to 
perform the steps in claim 2. 

Claim 26, this claims differs from claim 2 only in that "a machine readable 
medium" is additionally recited, which is inherently provided by the system of Sezan to 
perform the steps in claim 2. 

4. Claims 3, 15, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sezan et al. (US 6236395) in view of Kim et al. (US 2005/0183121), and further in 
view of Finseth et al. (US 7552458), and further in view of Begeja et al. (2004/0025180). 
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Claim 3, Sezan is silent regarding "weighted values associated with each 
characteristic of the plurality of cues". 

FInseth teaches "weighted values associated with each characteristic of the 
plurality of cues" (col. 11-12, lines 40-22, col. 14, lines 4-21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided a weighting/scoring technique for user 
preferences as taught by FInseth to the system of Sezan, Kim to how well programs fit 
the user's Individual preferences (col. 11, lines 21-39). 

Sezan, Kim, FInseth are silent regarding "the plurality of cues based on a 
programming type for a program In a channel of the signal". 

Begeja teaches "the plurality of cues based on a programming type (relevance to 
a user) for a program In a channel of the signal (paragraph [0118]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided weighted scores for user profiles as 
taught by Begeja to the system of Sezan, Kim to provide an Indication regarding the 
relevance to the user's Interests (paragraph [01 18]). 

Claim 15 Is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 3. 

Claim 25, this claims differs from claim 3 only In that "a machine readable 
medium" Is additionally recited, which Is Inherently provided by the system of Sezan to 
perform the steps In claim 3. 
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5. Claims 9-1 3, 1 8-22, 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable Sezan et al. (US 6236395) in view of Kim et al. (US 2005/0183121), and 
further in view of Finseth et al. (US 7552458), and further in view of Gutta et al. (US 
2003/0163816). 

Claim 9, Sezan, Kim, Finseth is silent regarding storing the at least one 
sequence includes storing the at least one frame upon determining that the weighted 
score for the at least one frame exceeds an acceptance threshold. 

Gutta teaches a method comprising: 

storing the at least one sequence includes storing the at least one frame upon 
determining that the weighted score for the at least one frame exceeds an acceptance 
threshold (threshold value) (see paragraphs [0019] and [0022]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided matching processing as taught by Gutta 
to the key frame detection of Sezan, Kim to receive information relating to the user 
preferences (see paragraph [0020]). 

Claim 10, Sezan, Kim, Finseth is silent regarding the method wherein performing 
the following operations for the frame of the number of frames further comprises 
deleting the frame upon determining that the match score for the frame does not exceed 
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the acceptance threshold. If the data does not exceed the threshold it is not stored for 
subsequent retrieval. 

Gutta teaches the method wherein performing the following operations for the 
frame of the number of frames further comprises deleting the frame upon determining 
that the match score for the frame does not exceed the acceptance threshold. If the 
data does not exceed the threshold it is not stored for subsequent retrieval (see 
paragraph [0022]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided matching processing as taught by Gutta 
to the key frame detection of Sezan, Kim to receive information relating to the user 
preferences (see paragraph [0020]). 

Claim 18 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 9. 
Claim 22 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 1 1 . 

Claim 27, this claims differs from claim 9 only in that "a machine readable 
medium" is additionally recited, which is inherently provided by the system of Sezan to 
perform the steps in claim 9. 

Claim 28, this claims differs from claim 10 only in that "a machine readable 
medium" is additionally recited, which is inherently provided by the system of Sezan to 
perform the steps in claim 10. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments witli respect to claims 1-10, 14-18 and 22-28 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

7. Claims 1-10, 14-18 and 22-28 are rejected. 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Dudikiewicz at al. (US 6651253) is cited to teach an additional method for 
weighting and scoring user preferences related to programming. 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, liowever, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Inquiries 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MUSHFIKH ALAM whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1710. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri: 8:30-18:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hirl Joseph can be reached on (571) 272-7304. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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